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Tonight’s Goals

 Gain an understanding of changes and refinements made to 
alternatives following May 5, 2011 CAC meeting

 Agree on draft alternatives for public input at open house

Meeting Goals



Changes framed by:

 Market realities

 Transportation capacity

 Existing land uses / redevelopment economics

 Environmental characteristics

 Community vision

Meeting Goals



Background Reports

Main Conclusions:

Opportunities
• Market demand for up to 1,500,000 sq 

ft of office, 1,800 housing units, and 200 
new hotel rooms

• Richards Valley opportunities for start-
up and R&D uses, partnerships with 
Bellevue College.

• Bellevue College has potential for 
residential and retail development

• Factoria redevelopment would help 
keep the corridor strong

Challenges
• Environmental characteristics, land use 

patterns, limited road capacity.



Building Age

Source:  
Existing Conditions Inventory
Eastgate I-90 Land Use & 
Transportation Project
City of Bellevue, Summer 2010

 Eastgate has significant “embedded investment”.  Most of the 
buildings are only 20-30 years old and are still in good condition.



Adding new capacity to the 
transportation system removes 
choke points, and improves 
reliability and throughput.

Providing more travel choices 
and options for people improves 
the efficiency and effectiveness 
of the system.

Bellevue’s approach to improving traffic flow and mobility. 

Adding capacity 
strategically

Operating roadways 
efficiently

Managing demand 
& providing choices

More efficient traffic signals, 
information, and transit priority 
are effective countermeasures 
in areas where demand exceeds 
capacity. 

CIP PW-R-105: 150 Avenue SE

Transportation Strategies



Question of Building Density and Form
• Outside the Downtown and the recent Bel-Red changes, Bellevue has long 

had a 0.5 FAR maximum for office

– Exception: F3 District in Factoria (T-Mobil) received higher FARs at time of 
annexation

• City-wide, this approach has resulted in a well-defined city center, a 
coherent community character, and the ability to focus transportation 
investments

• Downtown office densities range from base 0.5-5 FAR and max 3-8 FAR; 
Bel-Red office densities range from base 0.75 – 1 FAR and max 0.75-4 FAR. 
FARs beyond the base must be achieved via the Amenity Incentive System.

• Discussion of specific building densities (FARs) for Eastgate to come at a 
future meeting

FAR Definition: Measurement of
total building area divided by total site area



Density and Building Height

FAR Definition: Measurement of
total building area divided by total site area

Example #2

8 floors at 10,000 sq ft each = 80,000 total sq ft

80,000 total sq ft/40,000 sq ft site area = 2.0 FAR

Example #1

4 floors at 20,000 sq ft each = 80,000 total sq ft

80,000 total sq ft/40,000 sq ft site area = 2.0 FAR

2.0 FAR

2.0 FAR

Same building area

Notes:

1) Some building area may be excluded from FAR calculation (structured parking, affordable housing)

2) Areas dedicated for open space or right-of-way may be retained in site area for FAR calculation

Same site area

• What are the desired building heights for various parts of Eastgate? 
• Same amount of density (FAR) may be expressed as low-rise. mid-rise, or high-rise form.



Height Examples

T-Mobile
• Land Use District:  F-3
• Height:  75’ (avg.—sloped site)
• FAR:  1.26
• Size:  945,000 square feet

Sunset Corporate Campus
• Land Use District:  OLB
• Height:  5 stories
• FAR: 0.48 entire site area
• Size:  750,000 square feet

Advanta
• Land Use District:  OLB-OS
• Height:  70’
• FAR:  0.5 (based on entire original site 

area)
• Size:  500,000 square feet



Other Examples of 
Office Height 

112th @ 12th

2.7 FAR

6 stories

Plaza Center West

1.75 FAR

9 stories



Height Matters

Building Height Considerations

 Complexities of infill. Can taller buildings be gracefully fit into an established 
context?

 Impacts. Can taller buildings be sited in a way that minimizes impacts on views, 
light & glare, shadows, etc?

 Visual dominance. How can “prominence” not become “dominance”?

 Topography.  How does a tall building respond to surrounding topography?

 Community character.  How do building heights contribute to desired 
community character? Taller buildings strongly influence people’s perceptions 
about a place.

 Urban form and coherence.  Do building heights appear coherent and legible, or 
random and arbitrary?

 Relationship to other areas of the city.  How would taller buildings in Eastgate
compare and contrast with other areas of Bellevue?



No Action Scenario

 No changes to existing Comprehensive Plan or Land Use Map
 Relatively little future growth
 No significant changes to land use patterns or transportation improvements



Alternative 1

 Focus on sustainable, walkable, livable, transit-oriented, smart growth vision
 Park-and-Ride is transit hub, gateway
 Increased residential density, services, pedestrian/bicycle connectivity
 Compact mixed-use areas, with transportation connections



Alternative 1



Alternative 1



Alternative 1



Alternative 1



Alternative 1



Alternative 1



Alternative 1

MTS 

Greenway



Alternative 2

 Focuses on providing places for additional jobs, with support services and amenities
 Builds on assets: Existing office concentrations, regional access, Bellevue College
 Creates large integrated campus character
 Uses 150th interchange as focal point/visual gateway



Alternative 2



Alternative 2



Alternative 2



Alternative 2



Alternative 2



Alternative 2

MTS 

Greenway



Alternative 3

 Focuses on modest growth/change, transportation functionality, neighborhood services
 Addresses known issues and needs
 Broader mix of uses than existing
 Enhances connections, streetscapes, landscaping



Alternative 3



Alternative 3
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Alternative 3



Alternative 3

MTS 

Greenway



Alternatives Comparison

Existing
Conditions

Total

PSRC  2030 
Change

from 
Existing

Market Rpt 
Change 

from 
Existing

No Action 
Change 

from 
Existing

Alt 1
Change 

from 
Existing

Alt 2
Change 

from 
Existing

Alt 3
Change 

from 
Existing

Office 
(sq ft)

4,950,618 1,105,231 1,500,000 200,000 1,000,000 2,000,000 500,000

Retail
(sq ft)

655,081 265,732 NA 0 100,000 50,000 200,000

Housing 
Units

207 162 1800 0 2,000 0 400

Institu-
tional
(sq ft)

1,115,480 65,556 NA 280,000 280,000 280,000 280,000

Industrial
(sq ft)

1,817,500 85,989 NA 86,000 (167,000) 0 0

Hotel 
Rooms

655 320 200 0 200 0 0



Alternatives Comparison
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Study Area Office Sq Ft Comparison
Note:  Figures shown are for Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZs), which do not directly coincide with 

study area boundaries 

Office Square Feet

(existing office sq ft 
= 4,950,618)

* Market Report 
projected a 
demand  ranging 
from 1.2 to 1.5 
million square feet



Alternatives Comparison
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Alternatives Comparison
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Alternatives Comparison
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* Market Report did 
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Alternatives Comparison
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Alternatives Comparison
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Alternatives Discussion

 Multiple alternatives with different components

 Avoid identifying a favored or preferred alternative 

 “Hybrid” alternative may be developed later



Public Outreach

Flyer Comment Card On-Line Questionnaire



June 1:  Public open houses

June 16:  CAC finalizes draft alternatives for evaluation

July – August:  Alternatives evaluation; no CAC meetings

September:  Change CAC meeting from Sept 1 to Sept 8?

Project Timeline



Michael Bergstrom
Planning & Community Development Department
mbergstrom@bellevuewa.gov
425-452-6866

Franz Loewenherz
Transportation Department
floewenherz@bellevuewa.gov
425-452-4077

Project Managers:

Additional Information

www.bellevuewa.gov/eastgate-corridor.htm
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